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if I may. The reason which induced us to claim a share of the income-tax instead of following the recommendation of the Todhunter Committee was this. In our discussions with the Government of India in the last two or three years, ever since this Report was submitted, we have supported the proposals of the Todhunter Committee that we should get a share in the income-tax worked out in the manner which they suggested—i.e. the proceeds of a basic rate on personal incomes only—a graduated rate. But, when we came to work this out, we iound great difficulty in arriving at satisfactory figures throughout India of personal income. We found grave reason to doubt the accuracy of many of the figures which were supplied to us by the income-tax officers. That was one reason which led us to try to escape from this difficulty if we could. We thought this difficulty of arriving at what is personal income might be a source of constant dispute between the Central Government and the provinces. Therefore, after consultation with the local income-tax officers, we concluded the simplest solution would be to ask for a share of the total income-tax.
 106.	I  am much obliged to you.    It would not
be reasonable to occupy time on the very technical
aspects of this.      *      *      *      But when you talk
about personal income, under your Indian income-
tax  system  does  every  income-tax payer make a
return of his income from all sources ?—Yes, he is
bound to under the law.      I do not say he always
does so in fact.
 107.	*     *     *   Does he include in it the  divi
dends out of funds which are already taxed ?—Yes,
I think he includes that.
 108.	I suppose the idea of the Todhunter Com
mittee was  that  as every one of these individuals
•was making this return as from a particular address,
you could get theoretically a total of personal assess
ments which would undoubtedly be a total for the
province  and  thereby  avoid  this  complication   of
ithe proper attribution of the income of companies ?
'—Yes, that is so.
109.	Then I  understand you to say that when
> work it out you found it was not really on paper ?—That d.    Whether they ' le to
 Bombay:' I am not saying it is a fact, but they might say—Bombay was always very successful in getting a big repayment from the Government in previous years, and therefore,' when it came to divide up, naturally they have not done so well as other provinces ?—I have heard that put. I believe it is very largely the case of Madras. Their complaint against the settlement of 1921 was that they claimed they had been so badly treated in the settlement of 1911 that they protested against that being more or less stereotyped by the final permanent settlement.
116. You have spoken of the position of the various Provincial Governments, as to how they stand, and you have also talked of incidence of taxation ; but I think it is stated here, or in the Todhunter Report, that it is impossible to say how that incidence falls on individuals—the incidence of land tax, for instance, in the different provinces. You could not tell me—no one could tell me, probably—of the incidence of land tax on ability to pay in the various provinces, comparing their different systems ?—I think where the ryotwari system is in force we could give you some evidence as to the incidence of the tax.
 117.	But in fact you have various systems,  in
cluding,   of   course,   the   permanent   settlement   in
Bengal,  and so when you are looking at the thing
from the point of view of India as a whole it is
difficult to see exactly how the populations of the
different  provinces  are  faring  in  accordance  with
ability to pay, as to what they contribute to the
Central  Government ?—I  think  it  is,   seeing   that
there are three or four very large ryotwari provinces
and there are three or four very large  zemindari
provinces,  and the zemindari provinces  again vary
according to whether the permanent settlement has
been introduced.
 118.	What would you say now would be the view
of the Bombay Government as between the provinces
and the Central Government ?    Do you regard them
as separate units having a contribution .from  the
Central Government,  and thereafter being able to
spend their revenues at the standard of the wealth
of the province, one being much greater than the
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tell me what the kind of basis settlements were made with the provinces - were they according to the wealth of the province, as to what it had got, or were they according to its poverty, or were they according to its needs, or were they according to how much the province could screw out of the Central Government in the past ?—Well, I should think it was probably a little of all these in the old days, speaking of before the year 1904, shall we say, when the first «atty semi-permanent segment: *£«** Itaj
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114. You see, the r^ev this. You have set out a you were before we had the
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 of doles from the Central Government, which would enable them to perform adequately the functions which had been allotted to them. They have been given, for instance, education, public health, police, and so on, entirely to administer.
119. Yes, I have got that. That comes in with political autonomy ; but in other cases one has had federations, and you have had units of different wealth coming in to form a federation and paying to the centre ; while here you have a different thing ; you have the centre distributing itself more or less into a sort of federal system, and the question is the relationship of these provinces of very different wealth towards the Central Government. Is it the idea that they pay a certain contribution, and thereafter they can spend their revenues, and it does not matter if the standard of administration is much higher, we will say, in Bombay than in Bihar and Orissa; or should the contribution to the Central Government be such that they can let off the poor province and heavily tax the wealthy province, to try and get a level distribution of wealth throughout India ?—Which is the conception prevailing in the mind of the Bombay Government ?—This is a point on. which, I confess, I am not authorised to speak for the Bombay Government. I can give you my own view. From consultation with other people I +kj«tt the general view of the Bombay Presidency is that we ought to be allowed to continue the progresr

